
o

I

a

c

o

a

r,-r-.'r,sl1rjtAl\-i

. :i, :."r"r:.lil;i,dF1

ATUNITE

A SOCIO-ECONOMIC STUDY

""*, ,*,".*TfrY,fi
^ .-.r:di*4iq$"ef#"@ al:Y.:i rn?-

*l 
, ;;i

' .':'*;j

, 
t,"1tri,

",,.. 
t*.:',v; .l -"

:r:r:E!r
',).i::,:il

I r'a.r 
".

,,,'l .

. '.)l .r

ff
rl,Ii



I

o

a

o

o

a

o

o

a

a

ALTNITE: A SOCIO-EC0N0MIC ANALYSIS

Appendlx D

Sunrey of Co'munlty Attitudeg

Prepared by

LEI{TS & ASSOCIATES

629 N. 500 East St.
Logan, Utah 8432L

(801) 753-L27O

W. Cris Lewls' Ph.D.

Robert F. Logan, Ph.D.

Stan L. Albrecht, Ph.D.

Novenber 1974

REGISTRATION NO.
L29

C



a

o

o

c

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Introduction

In the main body of the socio-economic impact study for the proposed

alunite development in Beaver County, data were presented from two previous

corununity surveys that had been conducted in the prlmary impact area. These

two surveys included several questlons concerned with attitudes of

Beaver and Iron County resldents toward their commtrnltles generally.

Also lncluded were questlons relatlng to publlc attLtudes toward lndustrlal

growth and development in the local area.

Initially, the plan was to use these data to constitute the "attitudes

and percept.ions" part of the inpact study. However, after extensive dis-

cussion with several of the principal audiences of the impact study (in-

cluding Earth Sciences, Inc., Bureau of Land Managenent offLcials, and local

conmunity leaders) the declsion was rnade to supplement the earlier studles

wlth an additional communlty survey that hrould focus speclfleally on the

proposed action. As soon as this decision was made, imediate stePs were

taken to construct an appropriate research questlonnalre and to select

a sample of residents in the primary lmpact area in order to assess attitudes

and perceptions of loca1 residents toward the proposed develoPment. This

report, included as a supplement to the basic socio-economic impact study,

wi1-1- present an analysis of this survey.

Questionnaire Construction and Selection of a SamPle

The questionnaire developed for this supplemental survey was designed

to elicit several types of information that should be useful to those com-

munity leaders and others who face the task of planning for and respondlng

to the projeeted growth and change that would result from the development



-2-

of the alunlte ml.ne and procesalng plant ln Beaver County. A couplete copy

of the final questtonnalre lE attached to thls report. It w111 be noted

that questLons were lncluded to measure farnlllarlty wlth the propoeed de-

veJ-opmentr perceLved advantagee and dteedvantagee for local resldente and

comunitlee if the developrcnt occurs, and Dore Bpeclflc attltudee relating

to the value and problema aseoclated wlth lnduetrlel grolrth Ln what are

basLcalJ.y ruraL arees.

Questlons were algo lncluded to aecertatn thoEe perceLved lnpacte the

developnent would have on Local faclLltlee and llfe styl-ee. For example,

what dld the reapondent thlnk the lnpect would be on the local school system,

on medlcal and health care faclLltlee, on loca1 Job and occupatlonal oppor-

tunltlesr on fam{ly structure and coumunity eatlafactlon, and so on. 0ther

questlong were Lncluded to deternlne the extent to which Local reeldente

percelved that the development would reeult ln eerloue pollutlon for the

area. Flaally, a serles of denographLc itens were locluded so that differ-

ent compone4ts of the sample could be coropared.

tJtrlle both lron and Beaver Cotrntles nlll be lnpacted, proJectlone

indlcate that the prlnary lmpact wlLl be in Beaver Cor.rnty and, more

specificalJ-y, ln the l4l1ford area. The eelectlon of the earrpl.e rilas deter-

nlned largely by these proJectlons. In other words, whlLe residents of

both countles wlLL see lnportant socLal lmpacts, these shouLd be felt most

strongly 1n the MlLford area. The selectlon of a research sarnple from a

sanplLng frame that lncLuded a1l resldents of both cormtles would have led

to a very snal-l representatlon from the Milford area (resulting, of course,

fron the fact that Mllford accounts for a snalL percentage of the total

two-county populatlon). Therefore, stratlficatlon procedures were used
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prlortosamplese]-ectl-on.Speclflcal-ly,therwo.countyareawasdlvlded

into three unlts based on projected lmpact concentratlon' The flrst of

these units ls the Mtlford area (incJ-udlng the two cornmunities of MlLford

andMinersvil]-e)wheretheprinaryimpactwi]-lbefelt.Thesecondunl"t

included the remaining portions of Beaver County, and the third unlt

included all_ of Iron county. Three samples of equal size were then se-

lected from the designated areas. This means, of course, that a nuch

higherproportionoftheresldentsoftheMl-].fordareawouldbeincluded

inthetotalsample.Proportionatelylowerpercentagesofresidentsof

BeaverCountyandoflronCountywouldbeinc].udedintherespective

subsamples.

AtotalofL2lnameswereselectedfroneachofthethreeareasfor

inclusion in the sampl-e. 0btainlng a complete sarnpl-lng frarne from which

todrawthesampleinanareathislargelsalwaysdifficu].t.Itl^'as

finally decided to sel-ect the sample from published telephone directories

for the areas involved. As has been noted by Dillrnan et al' (1974), phone

dlrectories have the advantage of bei-ng readil-y available, fairly recent

in their listings and free from lega1 entanglements' Further' in the areas

concerned'averyhighpercentage(overg0percent)ofallhouseholdshave

listed telephones. The primary source of blas associated with this techni-

que eomes from the fact that those without telephones tend to have lower

incomes (Leuthold and scheel-e, 1971-). Ilowever, rnrhen such a l-arge percentage

of households have telephone service this does not appear to be a serious

problem.

As indicated, 120 names were selected from each of the designated

sampleareas.Thenameswereselectedusingrandomsamplingprocedures

o
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deslgned to guarantee that each posslble respondent would have an equal

opportrmity for inclusion ln the sample.

Another critical declsion had to be made concerning data col-lection

procedures. The most desirable al-ternative would perhaps have been to

hire and traln interviewers to conduct the intervi-ews in the homes of the

selected respondents. Thls procedure was rul-ed out, largely on the basis

of time constraints. Instead, the decision was made to use a mall ques-

tionnaire procedure. There are several inherent problems associated with

mail questionnalre surveys. It is frequently argued that such question-

naires must be linited to just a few questions, that the quality of the

inforrnation obtained is often poor, and that response rates are typically

very low (Dil-1uran et a1., 1974). However, recent extensive analysls on

the nail questionnaire as a research tool by Dillnan and his colleagues

indicates that it can be an extremely useful device for collecting large

amounts of data at a relatively low cost. Personal interviews are be-

coming increasingly costly and recent studies lndlcate that the refusal

rate can also be a serious problem (g"slness__Week, 1973).

Given these considerati.ons, lt was decided that the mail questionnaire

procedure would be employed. The initial sanples lrere considered to be

large enough that even with the traditional l-ow response rates, sufficient

data would be available to provide useful information to 1oca1 leaders

and others concerned with the social irnpacts of the proposed action. The

potential problem of a 1ow response rate became especially critical because

time constraints allowed only for the initial rnail-ing with no fo1low-up.

The technique developed by Dillnan and hls colleagues has led to return

rates of 69 to 75 percent when the initlal mailing is supplemented with
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three follow-up contacEs (the flnal contact whlch includes a replacement

questionnalre ls sent by certlfLed rnall). Response rates on the lnltlal

nalling have varieci between 18 and 27 percent in five studles conducted

by Dillnan et a1. In our research, it was hoped that this rate could be

lmproved upon and that the analysis could be made on a larger percentage

of conpleted questionnaires.

A cover letter was included with each of the questionnaires explaln-

ing the purpose of the study (a eopy is attached to this report) and

appealing to the recipient to complete the questionnaire and return it.

A stamped, addressed envelope \,r7as also i.ncluded for convenience in re-

turning the questi-onnaire.

Questionnaires were mailed to respondents on the 25th and 28th of

October. Initial returns started coming back on Novernber 1 and by

November 22, a total of L44 questionnalres had been received. An additional

15 questionnalres were returned by 1oca1 post offices because they were

undeliverable. These 15 indivlduals could not be reached either because

they had moved from the area and had left no forwarding address or they

were deceased. The number of potential respondents was thus decreased

fron 360 to 345. Thls means that 42 percent of the potential respondents

had conpleted and returned their questionnaires within three weeks of

the initial rnail-ing. These figures compare very favorably with those

obtained from other rnail surveys. For example, in five studies conducted

in several different states, Dillman et a1. (1974) obtained an average

return rate of 22 percent to thel-r initial mailing. Our rate is almost

double this figure and is higher than the rate obtained in three of their

five studies even after a second nailing.
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Overall, the response to the nailed questi.onnaire must be consldered

as good. Given addltional- tlrne, the rate could have been lmproved, but

the data base obEalned ls more than adequate.

oResearch Results

The first question included in the survey instrunent was designed to

determine the extent to which resldents in the Local area lrere fanil-iar

with the proposed action. Table 1 shows resPonses to this questlon. Most O

of the residents of Beaver and Iron Counties had heard about the proposed

developrent. Only two percent of the respondents indlcated that they hadn't

heard anythlng at all about it. A11 of the latter rdere residents of Iron t

County. A11 of the Beaver County respondents (where the lmpacts will be

greatest) had heard at least something about the project. For the entlre

impact area, then, virtually al1 respondents had heard "something" about a

it, but a much smal-ler percentage (28 percent) indicated that they had

heard tta good dea1.t' As would be e:rpect,ed, faniliarity with the proposal

increased with proxlmity to the prlnary impact site. A total of 36 percent a

of the Milford area respondents indlcated that they had heard a good deal

about the proposal.

Those who cLalned to be knowledgeable about the alunite development O

denonstrated this in the second question which asked for a brief sunmary

of what had been heard. The foll-owing is a fair1y typical- response from

those respondents: ttlt is to be a large operation utilizing surface- O

mining to recover alunite ore, plus a large n111 that will use a new method

for the extraction of aluminum from that ore." Many sirnply indicated that

they had heard 'tal1 that had been said or printed" about the project. O

o

o

o
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Tabl-e 1. Publlc FanlLlarLty wlth the Proposed Alunlte DeveloPtrEnt

I
Percent IndLcatlng Thev Ead:. -

tteard lleard
Sonething But A

lleard
Nothing

Kns Few
D'etalls

Great
Deal

a

0

0
I

Conbined Sarnples

l4l1ford

Beaver Cowtty

Iron County

70

64

86

68

28

36

L4

24

o

o

o

o

a
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Respondents indicating less knowledge were much less expllcit and gave

fewer detalls ln thel-r ansrilers to the second question. Overall-, almost

all respondents from the two-county area had heard of the proposed actlon

and a slgniflcant percentage (which increases as one rxlves closer to the

proposed site) exhiblted a high l-evel of informntion in regard to the pro-

ject. These flndlngs support the contention of many 1ocal l-eaders that

the project has attracted perhaps more local interest and attentlon than

any other issue to surface ln the area ln recent years.

Concernlng the source of information that people have on the issue,

it appeacs evident that most of this information comes from one or both

of two sources: 1) 1oca1 newspapers and other medla accounts, and

2) dlscussions with frlendsl famfly members, and loca1 conmunity l-eaders.

Table 2 presents information on the percentage of respondents who had

attended public meetingson the issue. The first question asked if the

respondent had attended publl-c meetings or hearings where plans for the

proposed development were discussed. The second question asked if the

respondent had attended meetings or hearlngs where persons opposed to the

devel-opment presented their case.

Just 14 percent of the respondents had attended publlc meetings

where plans for the plant and mine were dlscussed. Agaln, the percentage

frequency for attendance at such meetings increases as proximity to the

plant slte increases. A total of 20 percent of the respondents from the

Milford area had attended pub1lc neetings or hearings. Only 10 percent

of residents from other sectlons of Beaver County and fron Iron County

had attended such meetings.
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Table 2. Attendence at Public !treetings or llearlngs on the Alunlte
Developrnent

Percent Eavlng Percent llaving
Attended I'ieetlngs Attended Meetlngs

Wtrere Plans For l{here Opponents
The DeveloPment Presented
l,lere Dlscussed Thelr Case

Conblned Sanples

Mll-ford

Beaver County

Iron Cormty

L4

20

10

010
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a
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Turning to the questlon of attendance at meetlngs where opponents

to the development presented their case, only ong of the respondents had

been at such a mee;lng. Perhaps this ls explained by the fact that l-t

ls difficult to fLnd rnuch active opposition in the two-county area.

Organized environmental groups that frequentl-y take anti-developrent posl-

tlons at publlc meetlngs and hearings seem to have taken llttle interest

in the project. Local leaders of such groups have i.ndicated that they have

other environmental concerns in other parts of Utah that rnerit greater

concern. In sum, there aPpears to be little, i"f any, organized 1oca1

opposition to the proposed action as reflected in attendance and Parti-ci-

pation at meetings. Many persons have attended public meetings where plans

for the mine and plant were discussed but the majority of loca1 residents

have gotten whatever infornation they have about the proposed development

eLther from medl-a sources or from interpersonal dlscussions.

The next set of questions ln the questionnaire were deslgned to

ascertain what local cltizens percelved would be the primary advantages

and disadvantages of the development for thelr area. Table 3 presents a

sunnary of the responses to the question, "What do you thlnk w11l- be the

najor advantages for you and your coumunity lf the mine and plant go in

as proposed?"

The most frequently ment.i.oned advantage thaf respondents felt would

result is a rnajor increase in job and employment opportunities. As was

noted in the nain body of this report, Beaver County has been characterized

by several decades of population decLlne. Much of this decline has resulted

fron lack of 1oca1 employnent opportunities, which has led to the ernigra-

tion of many of the young people folJ-owing high school graduation. Thus,
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Table 3. Percelved MaJor Advantages Llkely to Result f,rom the ALunlte
Developnenta

Perceived Advantages Number of TLmes llentloned

a

f

t

a

Jobs and Employnent
Opportuoltles

Increase In Local Buslnees
and Economlc StablLlzatlon

Increase ln Tax Base

More People

Better Schools

Inproved Shopptng FacLl"itLes

GeneraL Comr:nity D,eveloPnent

Iuproved llousing

Improved Recreatlonal
Opportunlties

Others

r.05

67

51

34

33

2L

16

11

10

34

o

a

o

o

%ach respondent could lLst nore than one factor.

o
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industrial- development that will provi-de increased euployment opportr:nlties

is generally viewed most favorably. Thls is reflected in the frequent

nention of the provlslon of new Jobs as belng the najor advantage that would

accrue. Fully 75 percent of all respondents mentloned the provision of

more job opportunLtles as one of the major advantages that would result.

The second and third nost frequently mentloned advantages were also

economic factors. Sixty-seven of the respondents (almost 50 percent)

indicated that the proposed action would lead to an increase in loca1 busi-

ness and to an overall stabilization of the local economy. An additlonal

51 respondents mentioned an increased tax base as bel-ng one of the major

advantages that would result

Thirty-four respondents felt that the lncrease ln local- populatlon

resulting from the increased empJ-oyment opportrml-ties provlded would be a

najor advantage. Again, this nust be vlewed ln l1ght of long-term trends

of popul-atlon decline In the local area. Other frequently mentloned ad-

vantages include better schools, shopping facllities, recreational oppor-

tr:nitles, and housing. Flnally, nany respondents stated that the project

would lead to general l-ocal cornrnunity development and overall improvement,

though they did not identify specific areas in which they felt this was

1ike1y to occur.

After indicating what they felt would be the najor advantages, sarple

participants were requested to respond to the foJ-J-owing question: "Wtrat

do you see as the major disadvantages for you and your connunlty lf the

alunite mine and plant are developed?" Table 4 represents a sunrmary of

responses to this question.
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Table 4. Percelved Dlsadvantages tlkely to Beeu1t from the Algnlte
Developmenta

Percelved Disadvantage Nunber of Tlnes lfientioned

59

28

a There Wontt Be Any

Undeslrable People Will Move

Increase ln Crlne, Drug Use,
taw Enforcement Problens

Too Many People

Increased Pollution and
Ecological Problerns

Burden on Sewer and Water

Ilouslng Problens

Crowding in Schools

Others

In

and

a

o

I

25

23

20

13

T2

11

26

A-Each respondent could Llst nore than one factor.

a

o

o

a

o
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As shown in that table, the most frequent answer was that there

wouldn't be any dlsadvantages. Flfty'n1ne respondents' or almost hal-f of

the total- sanple, said that they didnft exPect that project develoPment

would result in any major disadvantages. of those who thought there would

be some disadvantages, the most frequently mentloned items had to do with

characteristics of the people that would move into the area. Twenty-eight

persons responded that the new mine and plant would bring to the area

,,undeslrable people." An additlonal 25 respondents felt there woul-d be an

increase in crime, drug use, and in more general law-enfOrcement problems'

This type of response ls closely related to the prevlous question in that

the perceived lncrease in crime and related problens is no doubt seen as

traceable Lo the new residents'

A total of 23 respondents simply felt that there woul-d be tttoo many

people" as a result of the anticipated growth. Slmilar views were apParently

held by another 11 persons who thought there would be crowding in the

schools, and 12 persons who felt there would be serious Pressures on 1oca1

housi-ng. A total- of 20 respondents exPected an lncrease in pollution and

other ecological problems. Other disadvantages listed by the sample of

respondents included the following: it would place a burden on city water

and sewage facilities, it would affect loca1 wtldlife and huntinB, it

would bring i.n people of other religlonsr it would increase taxes, and lt

would cause an increase in the prices paid by 1ocal residents for a vari-ety

of goods and services.

It is significant to note that in response to the open-ended questions

on advantages and dlsadvantages, the cr:mulative total of advantages listed

was 382 (nany, of course, were l-lsted numerous times) and the total of
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disadvantages listed was 158. This may be taken as a general indlcatlon

of how local residents perceive the proposed project.

The next set of questions were designed to assess the resldents of

of Beaver and Iron Counties perceptlons of the major social lmpacts on

their counnunities and life style. Flrst, respondents were asked to rate

their conrmunities on a serles of ltens ranging from various social service

delivery systems to 1oca1 recreational opportunities and effectiveness of

loeal governments. The purpose of these questlons \'Jas to establlsh something

analogous to a baseline agalnst which perceived soclal impacts could be

compared. Table 5 shows the rating that respondents gave their cornmunity

on the 13 itens that were i-ncluded in the questionnaire.

The best overall rating was given on the questlon of the quality of

local cornmuni-ties as places to raise a family. Slxty-nine percent of all

respondents stated that they considered thelr conruunlties as excellent

places to raise a fanily. An additional 26 percent indicated that thelr

comrnunities were good places to raise a family. On1-y 5 percent gave a

fair rating and no respondents felt that their cornmunity deserved a poor

rating. Following closely behind this item was that dealing with the ab-

sence of a polluted environment. Sixty-three percent of all respondents

felt that their comnunity deserved an excellent rating on this item and an

additional 31 percent of the sample gave their connmunity a good rating.

Only 6 percent of all respondents gave their cornmunity only a fair or poor

rating.

On several of the other items, courmunity residents gave what can

generally be seen as a strong positive vote. For example, on the item

concerning the adequacy of health and medi.cal facilities, 82 percent gave

o
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Table 5. Cornmunlty Ratlng on Selected Itemsa
o

Percent Ratlns Comrmity As:
Excellent Good Fair Poor

1. As a place to ralsg s farnlly

2. As a pJ-ace wlth adequate health
and nedLcal facllltles

3. Qualtty of schools

4. Adeqtracy and quallty of water
supply

5. Recreatlonal- opportlmltLes

6. OpportunLtlee for-cultural- re-
flnenent (theater, art, etc.)

7. Avallablllty of good Jobs for
yorng peopJ.e

8. OpportrrnLty for earning a
llvable lncome

9. Avallablllty of sultable
houslng

10. Adequacy of law enforcement
and pollce protection

1l-. Absence of a polJ-uted
envLronment

L2. AvaiLablllty of good shopping
factlities

13. Effectlveness of local and cor:nty
governmente ln meeting
conmunity probJ.ens

692650

4339162
3353ls0

3643t6s
27 34 23 17

L2 15 27 47

0132859

2 24 t+7 26

3155032

L445347

633142

13 25 29 33

948376

o

o

o
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o

I

o
aTotal-s do not always equal 1002 because of rormdlng error.
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thel-r communiLy elther an excellent or a good ratlng. Etghty-six percent

of the sample rated the quality of 1oca1 schools as elther good or

excellent. Seventy-nlne percent lndlcated that the adequacy and quality

of the 1oca1 l,rater supply deserved either an excellent or a good rating'

and 61 percent of all respondents felt that local recreational opportunities

were good or excel.l-ent.

Al-ternatively, several of the items listed received almost strong

negative responses. A total- of 87 percent of the sample indlcated that

the availabllity of good Jobs for young people in the 1oca1 area left a

great deal to be desired. Fifty-nlne percent felt that such opportunitles

were poor and an additlonal 28 percent felt they were only fair. There

was slgnificant variatlon by cormunity on this lten. Fu11y 80 percent of

a1J- respondents from the Milford area gave thelr cormunity a poor rating

on this itern and the remaining 20 percent gave only a falr ratlng. The

situation in the rest of Beaver County was not perceived to be nuch better.

Cedar City residents, however, felt their comunity rated higher on this

item. Other items recelving negative ratings Lncluded the following:

Eighty-two percent of the respondents felt that the opportunities to obtain

suitable housing were only faj-r or poor. Seventy-four percent felt that

opportunities for cultural refinement such as theater and art were only

fair or poor, 73 percent felt that the opportunity for earning a l-ivable

income was only fair or poor, and 62 percent indieated that the availability

of good shopping facilities was just fair or poor.

Given these current ratings of 1oca1 cormunities, what did the

respondents feel would be the impact of the proposed action on them? The

next question read as follows: "Some people have suggested that if the
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alunite mlne an<l plant are developed ln thls area' nany lrnportant changcs

will occur. Each of the staterents whlch follow deals wlth changes thnt

some feel w111 result. We are Lnterested ln whether or not you agree with

these statenents ... Please indLcate lf you strongly agree (SA) with each

statement, if you agree (A) with lt, lf you are neutral- (N) ' if you dls-

agree (D), or lf you strongly disagree (sD)." Tabl-e 6 shows the itens

that were lncluded ln this quest|on and the resPonses to each of the items'

A majorlty of the respondents clearly felt that the development would

bring with it much positive cormunity and soclal change. In order to

minimize response bias, sorre of the ltems were wrltten l"n b posltive man-

ner while others were worded in the negative. A general overall srumary of

the results would be that loca1 resldents ln the prinary lmpact area

expected good things to occur and bad thlngs not to occur. Looking first

at items that recieved the strongest negative rating on the previous set

of questlons, lt can be seen that nost residents felt that the action would

generally change these for the better. The most negative cornqtmity rating

on the previous items was given on the guestlon concerning the aval1abillty

of Jobs for young people. Each respondent was asked if wlth the alunlte

devel-opnent "there will be nore jobs avallable so that our young people

will be able to remaln here rather than have to move away." Fu1ly 95 per-

cent of the sanple agreed or strongly agreed wlth this statement' Four

percent were neutral and only one percent disagreed. Clearlyr Elo over-

whelming percentage of the sanple fel-t that what they had defined as the

nost negative characteristic of their 1oca1 comunities would be drastically

changed. As expected, agreement with this item increased as one approached
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Table 6. Percel-ved Cormunity and LLfe Style Changes Resultlng from the
Proposed Development

Percent of Respondents Indicating That TheY:
StronglY Neu- Dis- StronglY
Agree Agree tral agree Disagree
(sn) (A) (N) (D) (sD)a

o

e

a

o

a

o

o

1. We will have more money for better
schools. 29 56 8 8 1

2. There wi1l be more jobs available
so that our young people w111 be
abl-e to renaln here rather than
have to nove alilay. 50 45 4 L 0

3. There w111 be a great deal of Pol-
lutlon that w111 affect our croPs'
grazlng and recreatlon areas. 3 6 29 38 24

4. This conmr:nity will become a l-ess
desirable place to raise a fanll-y 5 20 2L 39 15

5. Because of the dlfficulty ln ac-
connnodating a l-arge number of new
st.udents, the quality of our schools
w111 decline. L L4 14 55 16

6. We wil-l have more money to provide
additional recreational and cu1-
tural opportunities. L4 58 16 11 1

7 . There wil-l- be maj or problens with
meetlng the houslng needs of new
residents. 23 48 13 L4 2

8. More and better quallty shopplng
facllities will be made aval-lab1e. 17 57 L7 8 2

9. People will be less rmited and
friendly because of the influx of
nany newcomers. 6 27 l-9 42 7

10. There will be an increase in crine
and i11egal drug use. 10 46 2L 20 2

l-1. We wil-1 have better colmlunlty medical
facilities and health care. 6 44 26 21 4

L2. Loeal people will lose control over
important decisions that affect
connunity life. 6 L6 18 5l- 9

13. The church will become a less
important factor in 1oca1 1ife. 4 L2 15 52 18

L4. Incones for 1ocal people wilJ- improve. 15 65 12 8 0

15. Water that is badly needed for other
purposes will be used up by the
plant. 2 8 25 48 16

o
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the prlmary impact site. Over 98 percent of the resldents of the Mllford

area l^tere convlnced that enough new Jobs would be created so that thelr

young people would no longer have to leave home in search of enployment

opportunitles elsewhere.

As i.ndicated above, most residents of the th'o-county area fel-t that

there l{rere some rather serious problens ln the loca1 area in terms of

availability of sultable housing, and nany \dere convinced that this would

remaln a problem. Seventy-trdo percent of the respondents agreed or

strongly agreed with the statement that "there will be major problems

with rneeting the housing needs of new residents." wtrat is already a

tight housing rnarket prom{ses Lo become even more so with the lnflux of

new residents. rn the earlier questions, 74 petcent of the sauple had

rated thelr comnrmlty as only falr or poor 1n terms of the avail-abiLity

of cultural opportunltles. Most perceived that this problem woul-d be

alleviated by the new development. Seventy-tlro percent elther agreed or

strongly agreed wlth the statement that "we will have more money to provide

additional recreational and cultural opportunities.'r More than 73 percent

of the respondents indicated that opportr:niti.es for earning a livable

income in the local conrmr:nlties rrere not good. In terns of perceived

change resultlng from the development, 80 percent agreed or strongly

agreed with the statement that "incomes for l-ocal people will inprove."

sixty-two percent of the sample earlier indicated that 1oca1 shopping

facilities ldere inadequate. Seventy-four percent now responded in agree-

nent wlth the stateuent that "more and better quality shopping facilities

will be made availab1e." ExPectations are obviously high that those

o

o

C

I

o

o

o

a

o

a

o



o

o

o

o

o

a

o

o

o

o

a

-2L-

characteristics that now deserve a negative ratlng w111 be irnproved as

a result of the proposed developnent.

It ls also lmportant. Eo assess percelved lmpacts on other varlables.

For example, do loca1 resldents feel that what are now positlve character-

istlcs of their corununitles wil-1 change for the worse? Ninety-five per-

cent of all respondents indicated their comrunities were good or excellent

places in wtrich to raise a family. A minority felt that thLs would change.

Twenty-five percent either agreed or strongly agreed with the statement

that trthis comnr.urity will become a less desirable place in which to raise

a farnily." In other words, some respondents felt that there would be a

change for the \^rorse; a clear rnajority did not. Comrnunity resldents

generally ranked the availability and adequacy of heal-th care ln the 1ocal

area as very good. Fifty percent felt this would get even better.

Eighty-six percent of the respondents gave their 1ocal schools a good or

excellent rating. Wlth the alunite development, 85 percent felt that more

money would be avail-able for better schools, and only 15 percent either

agreed or strongly agreed with the statement that "because of the difficulty

in acconrnodating a large number of new students, the quallty of our schools

will decline." In sum, most respondents felt that those thlngs that already

rnade their community a good place to live would not change drastically for

the worse. Instead, even nany of these things were 1lke1y to show addi-

tional improvement.

A significant percentage of respondents do perceive some changes for

the worse, however. Fifty-six percent of the sample agreed with the

statement that "there will be an increase in crlme and i11ega1 drug use. "

Thtrty-three percent agreed that "people w111 become less rmi.ted and
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friendl-y because of the influ< of many newcomers." Sixteen percent felt

that the church will become a less important factor in local life. Con-

versely, only nine percent percelved that "there w111 be a great deal of

pollution that will affect our crops, grazLng and recreational areasrtt

and only ten percent felt that rfwater that is badJ-y needed for other

purposes will be used up by the p1ant."

Whil-e the above analysis indicates that l-ocal residents overwhelnlngly

expect good things from the proposed development' this may present

somewhat of a problen. Unrealistically high e:rpectations may contribute

to growing feellngs of betrayal and alienatlon lf such expectations are

not realized. In other words, rather than needing to se11 thelr product,

company officials and 1oca1 corrmunlty leaders nay be faced with the task

of naking nore reallstic the expectations of local residents and preparing

them for the very significant social- and comunlty lnpacts that w111 change

the very naEure of loca1 communitles and life styles.

Several other attitude ltems were ineluded in the questionnaire to

assess more generall-y 1oca1 attltudes toward industrial growth and develop-

ment. The two questions that related most specifical-ly to the proposed

developnent were stated as follows: 1) "In the long run, I am sure that

we will be better off if'the al-gnite development occursr" and 2) "The

construction of the plant and mine will be one of the best things that

ever happened in our part of the state. " Table 7 shows the responses of

the sauple to these questions.

In response to the first question, 87 percent of all respondents

either agreed or strongly agreed that they would be better off. l{ore than

96 percent of the residents in the Milford area either agreed or strongly
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Table 7. GeneraL AttLtudes Toward the Alunlte DeveloptrEnt ln Beaver and
Iron Countles

o

Percent of Respondents Indlcatlng Ttrat They:
Strongly Dls- Strongly
Agree Agree Neutral agree DiSagree
(sA) (A) (N) (D) (sD)

1. "In the long run I an
sure that we wilL be

O better off lf the
alunite development
occurs. tt

C

o

2. "The congtructton of the
plant and nlne wlll be
one of the beet thlnga
that ever happened ln
our part of the gtate.fl

3552931

33t+02L52

o

o

o

o

o



-24-

agreed wiEh thls statement. Almost as much support nras found in other

areas of Beaver County with sllghtly less agreement shovrn by resldents of

Iron County. In terms of the second question, 73 percent of the comblned

samples agreed or strongly agreed that the proposed action woul-d be one

of the best things that has ever happened in their area. Agaia' even

greater support is registered in the Milford area, as only four percent

of the respondents disagreed with the statement.

The next question again dealt with perceptions of likeJ-y changes

that may result. Frequently, some rural conununlties have perceived

industrj.alizatlon as the panacea that would solve all 1oca1 problerns be-

cause of the expansion of ernployment opportuni-tles and loca1 tax base

that such development $rou1d bring to the conmunlty. Alternatlvely, some

may expect that their own taxes may lncrease to meet the greatly expanded

needs that are created ln the service delivery sector as a consequence of

rapid population grorilth. Respondents were asked to indlcate whether they

expected taxes in their comunlty to increase, remain the same' or

decrease. Table 8 shows responses to this question. Forty percent exPect

that 1oca1 Laxes will increase while another 43 percent feel that, at

best, they will remain about the same. Seventeen Percent indicate an

expectation that taxes will decline.

It was noted above that a very large najority of loca1 residents give

their conmunity a high rat,lng i"n terms of being free from pol-l-ution. Two

additional questions r^rere included in the questionnaire to again assess

these feelings and to determine the amount of change expected. Flrst,

respondents were asked to rate the seri-ousness of environmental pollution
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a: tabLe 8. Percelved Impacts on Local Taxes

Percent Erpecting Taxes To:
Increase Remain the Sane Decrease

O

o

a

ConbLned Sauple

Milford-

. Beaver Cormty

Iron County

40

43

32

40

43

32

52

50

L7

25

16

l_0
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a

o

t

a
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in the United States generally, in their own state, and then ln thelr

local area. Next, they were asked to assess how serious the problern of

pollutlon would be l-n the local area wlth the development of the mlne

and processing plant. Table 9 presents relevant data on these questlons.

Percelved serlousness of pollution decreases as the perspective

changes from national to local. Ninety-nine percent of the sanple indl-

cated that pollutLon in the United States is elther a serlous or a moderate

problem. On the state 1evel this drops to 67 percent (only flve percent

percelve the problem as serious with an additional 62 percent perceiving

the problem as moderate). On the loca1 1eve1, only three percent of the

conbined sanqrles perceived the probJ-em of environmental pollution as

serious or moderate, 69 percent felt that it was no problem, and an addi-

tional 28 percent felt the problem was minor.

The development of the nine and plant was perceived by nany as 1ikely

to have sooe effects on the 1oeal environment. Wtrile the number who per-

cei-ved that environnental pollution would become serious increased by only

one percentage point, the nurnber that felt the problem would become

moderate clinbed by 27 points. Thirty-five percent continued to feel that

there would be no problem with pollution, and 40 percent felt the problem

would be a ninor one. Overall, respondents fel-t that they had a very clean

environment that would be impacted somewhat negatively. Ilowever, even

with the development they did not feel that their environment would become

nearly as bad as that which already exists in many parts of the United

States or i-n other parts of Utah.
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Table 9. Perceived Seriousness of the Problem of Pollutlon

At Preeent

o
In
The
u. s.

In
Utatl

In fire
LocaL
Area

If The
Alunlte

Developnent
Occurs

a

a

A Serlous Problem

A Moderate Problem

A l{lnor Problem

No Problen

59

40

1

0

5

62

30

4

1

2

28

69

2

23

40

35
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The final question that is of special concern was designed to pull

together into a singl-e srumary statement the feellngs of the sample of

respondents toward the proposed actlon. As lndlcated above' numerous

questions had already been asked to deterrnine famlliarity with plans for

the development, perceived advantages and disadvantages that would accrue

to the loca1 conmunity, and perceived lmpacts on 1oca1 individual-s, eom-

mrmities, and life styles. To attempt to draw this al-l- together' respondents

were finally asked to respond to the following question: "In terms of

your own attitudes toward the proposed alunite mine and rnill, would you

say that you are: 1) uncondltlonally in favor of the development, 2) gener-

ally in favor, though there rnay be some reservations, 3) generally opposed,

or 4) unconditj-onally opposed to the development." Table 10 presents the

sunnary resul-ts on this question. As would be expected from the data and

analysis presented, local resldents indicated strong suPport. Fifty per-

cent of the combined sampl-e stated that they hrere unconditionally ln favor

of the proposal. An addltional 47 percent indicated that Lhey were gener-

a1-1y in favor, though they held a few reservations. Only two percent

indicated general- opposition and only one person from the total saruple

stated rmconditional opposition.

Though this overall 1eve1 of support is iupressive, it becomes even

stronger as one approaehes the proposed primary impact site. Ninety-eight

percent of the respondents from Milford and the inrmediate vicinity expressed

support for the proposal and 100 percent of the residents of the renainder

of Beaver County expressed support (unconditional support was somewhat

higher in M:ilford than in the remainder of the county).
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Table 10. Sumary of Attltudee of Local Residents Toward the Proposed
Alunite Developnent

Petcent Inillca
Uncondi-
tionally Generally
Ln Favor In Favor

Uncondl-
Generally tlonally
Opposecl Opposecl

.0

47

33

58

59

50

65

42

33

o

o

Conblned Samples

MiLford

Beaver County

Iron County
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e
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i

In sumary' resulte fron questlonnalres coupleted by eamples of re-
sidents from Beaver County and Iron County lndLcate ovemhelmlng support

for the proposed action. It ls hard to lrnqglne any other issue of whlch

one would obtaln such a concenaus. I{hile such results must, be gratLfylng

to those nost intimately related to the alunlte proJect, they also suggest

that sone cautions are ln order. Most lnportantly, a clear trust is belng

expressed in those wtro propose the development. To the degree that 1ocal

expectatlons are not fulfllled, those nost intl4ately involved face the

possible consequence of feelings of dlsllluslonnent and allenation. How-

ever' the overwhelmlng support lndlcated should also provide the base for
drawing together the l-oca1 people to reapond in an effLcient and effectlve
marurer to those soclal and conrmrtnlty changes that are forthconlng.
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Dear Resident of Southern Utah:

Perhaps you have heard about the Alunite mine and processing plant
that have been proposed for the area near Milford, Utah a1d-apploxirnately
50 niles northwest of Cedar City. We have contracted with Earth Sciences'

Inc. to prepare a socio-economic impact study for the proposed developnent'

The purpbse of the study is to ideniify important changes that will be oc-

curring in your area as a result oi tftit new develo?nent a1d-t9 provide

conmunity leaders with information that they will find useful in planning

for those changes.

In order to do this, we have carefully chosen a sanple of residents
in your area to try and get a feel for local attitudes toward the proposed

Alunite developrneni. We would uery tnu"tt apPreciate it if you would take

a few minutes and fill out the enciosed questionnaire. An addressed,

stanped envelope is provided for your convenience in returning the ques-

tionnaire to us. It is very impoitant that everyone who receives this
questionnaire return it, since ";it-; sanple of litizens have been selected'

You nay be assured of conplete anonynity. Each questionnaire contains

an identification number for mailing purposes only. This is so that we may

check nanes off the mailing list wh!n'e"ih questionnaire is returned' Your

nane will not be placed on the qrr"rtionnaire. -The results will be analyzed

in such a way that answers on any single questionnaire cannot be identified'

we shall be rnost happy to answer any questions you might have about

the study. Please write or call if you do'have any questions' The tele-
phone nwber Ls 374'1211, Extension 2056'

Thank you for Your assistance.

Sincerely,
/,1,t*

--11''/An-
Stan L.
Proj ect

^ //',1/./ ./, '; "

/ /. ),// " *,/- c,'t * -
Albrecht
Director

SLA: fec
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Ttre following duegttonr Ere askEd to determlne the reactlorr

of residenls of Beavet and Iron CounSles to ttre rtlunite developnnnt

that ii proposed for the area ln *ie outtrern Ponlon of the Wah Wah

fvfou*"in i"tge. Befop further pranning and feaslbility studl$ c8n

be undettaken it is ne€ssary ttrat a socto-economlc imPact sudy

be compl,eted Responses to ttris que$ionnairc w111 make up an

imponant part of ttrat impact sudy' Ttrerefore your regporle to

the que*ions is verY imPortalE'

The ara$en you give are srictly confidernial Eadr question'

natre is numuerea L o""t we can keei track of which ones have been

retutaed. No name will ever be assoclated wirh a que*ionnaire and

once the que$ioilBires ale retumed, responses will be treated for

statistical PurPoses onlp You asiscance in this research effort is

much aPPreciated.

SOCIAT I}IPACTS

OF ECONOITIIC GROYfTI{

IN SOUTfiERN UTAII



1. How mudr have you heard about the proposed Alunite mine and
plarn?

1. I haven't heard anything at all about it.
2. I have heard somethlng, brn really kmw few of the details.
3. .l have heard a good deal aborn the proposed development.

2. If you have heard sonpthing, would you mlnd summarlzing br
us in a couple of sntences what 1ou harn heard?

3. Do you recall the rurce of ylotu informattron on this i$ue?

4. ttrave you ever attended any public meetings or hearings where the
planr for the Alunlte mire and plarr were dlscussed?

1. Yes
2. No

5. Flave you ever attended public nreetings wherc persons opposed to
the development prernted thelr case?

l. Yes

2. No

6. what do )rou thlnk will bc the major advsdsrer for pu and lour
communtty if thc minc and plam go tn as propoced?

l.

7. Will it affect the employmern sltuation?

1;. Yes

2. No

2.

3.

4.

5.
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8. If yes, approximately how many Persons do you think will be
employed?

9. What do you see as the major disadvantages for you and your
' community if the Alunite mine and plant are developed?

10. Will there be any problem with pollution? Please explain

11. fiow many years have you lived in this community?

L2. FIow well satisfied arc you with livirg in th$ community?

1. Not at all satisfied
2. Not very much satisfie4
3. hetty much satisfied
4. Very much satisfied.

13. When it comes to a place to live, almost any place has some

things about it we like and some we dislike.

a. What are some of the main things you like about living in
this community?

1.

b. What are some of the main things you dislike about it?

1.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

2.

3.

4.

5.

3.

o

a
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14. Which of ttre following *aternerus best describe's how you would

feel abort movlng away from this community' if Prcsertred wlttl

thst opponunity?

l. I would never conslder treaving here'

2.Iwouldmovetoarpthercommunityiflhadto,btfiwould
be reluctant to treave here.

3. It makeg no diffengnce to me whether I llve here or in another

comrnunltY.
4. I would probably be more satisfied living in another communitp

S. f woufa L.Uy fif," to leave this community if I had the op-

portuntty.

Would you pleae rate the community where you now live on

each of the following:

Etcellenr Good F"ir Pbol

AsaplacetoratueafamilY ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

As a place with edequate

treatirandmedicalfacilities ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

15.

1.
2.

3. Qgfty of schools

4 Adequecy and qualitY of
wat€l suPPly

5. Ecrcattronal oPPonunirl€E

() () () ()

() () () ()
() () () ()

6. Opportuntties for cutual rc-

nl*"c(the8tct,an,etc') ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

?. Avallab0itY of good lobl
foryouogpeoPt ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

8. OPPortuttftY for errntng a

llveablelncome 
- ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

9. AvailabiltY of srdteble

horstng () () () ()
10. AdequacY of law enforcemertr

andpoliceprotectlon ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

11. Absnce of a Poll$ed
erwironmern () () () ()

!2. AvailabtlitY of good *toPPtng

factllties () () () ()
1& Effectivercss of local and

county govemnrems in rneet-

ingcommunltYPoblems ( ) ( ) () ()

o
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16. Some people have suggested that if the Alunite mire and plant

are developed in this area, many imPonant changes will occur.
Each of the statements whictr follow deal with changes that some

feel will result. We are interested in whether or not you agree

with these statements. There are no right or wrong answers; we

are only interested in your opinions. Please indicate if you strongly
agree (SA) with each statement, if you agree (A) with it, if you

are neutal (I'0, if you disagree (D), or if you strongly disagree (SD).

1. We will have more money for better
sctrools.SAANDSD

2. Ttrere will be more jobs available so

that our young peoptre will be able to
remain here rather than have to move

away.SAANDSD
3. There will be a great deal of pollution

that will affect our crops, grazing and

recreationileas. SA A N D SD

4. This community will become a less de-
sirable place to raise a family. SA A N D SD

5. Because of the difficulty in accommo-
dating a large number of new students,
the quafty of our schools will decline. SA A N D SD

6. We will have more money to provide
additional rccreational and cultural
opportunities.SAANDSD

7. There will be major problems with meet-
ing the housing needs of new rssidents. SA A N D sD

8. More and better quality shopping facil-
ities will be made available. SA A N D sD

9. People will be les united and frirendly

because of the influx of many newcomers. SA A N D SD

10. There will be an increase in crime and

illegal drug use. SA A N D SD

1L We will have better community medical
facilities and health care. SA A N D sD

L2. Local people will lose control over im-
ponaff decisions that affect community
life.SAANDSD

13. The church will become a les impor-
tarfi factor in local life. SA A N D SD

14. Incomes for trocal peoPle will improve. sA A N D SD

15. Water that is badly needed for other
purposes will be used up by the plant. SA A N D SD



The following guestlons iue concerned with your opinions toward several

other issues related to the proposed Alunite development and to industrial
development more generally. Again, would you please indicate whet}ter

you strongly agree, agree, ate neutral, disagree, or stronSly disagree

with eadr statement.

17. In the long run, I am sure that we will be

better off if the Alunite development occtug SA A N D SD

L8. The construction of the plant and mire will
be ore of the best things that ever happened

inoupanoftheState.SAANDSD
19. orrly by fully utilizing its great natural re-

sources can Utatr enjoy the economic bene-
fit which is its binhright. SA A N D SD

20, As badly as we need new industry and jobs,

we carupt afford to sacrifice ou clean air
and beautiful scenery to attain them. SA A N D SD

2L. Industrles strould be forced to stlt down if
they refuse to meet government pollution
standards.SAANDSD

22. Despite the posibility of some damage to
the environmentr Utah rpeds to ddvel,op

its natual r€sources. SA A N D SD

23. One person's right to a clean environment
is not as imponant as another's right to
gainfulemployment. SA A N D sD

24 Ttrere is too much concem for restricting
economic growttr and not enough con@rn

for encouraging it. sA A N D sD

25. We canrpt afford to let policies cl,aiming
to promote "envltonmental quallry" pre-
vent the cortrlnued economic developmern
ofUtah.SAANDSD

26. Where natual resources are privately owred,
society strould have no cornrol over what the
owner does with them. SA A N D SD

27. Do you expect taxes in yotu cpmmunity to increase, remain the
samer or decrease if the Alunite development occus?

1. Increase

o

o

o

t

o

o

o

o

o

o

o



o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

2. Remain the same a. Please explain
3. Decrease

28. Ooncerning the question of envfonmental polluti'on, how serious
would you say the problem is now?

In your

In the U. q In Ltah local area

1. Serious problem
2. Moderate problem
3. Mirnr problem
4. No problenr

29. How serious do you feel the problem of polllaion will be tn this
area if the new mine and mill are developed?

1. Serious problem
2. Moderate problem
3. Mirnr problem

4. No problem

30. In terms of your own attitudes toward the proposed Alunite mine
and mill, would you say that you are:

1. Unconditionally in favor of the developmenL
2. Generally in favor, though I have some reservations.
3. Generally opposed.
4. Unconditionally opposed to the development.

For studies like this, arrwef,s to questions are classified accordtng to
ager sexr income, education, etc. We would like to end by asking
you a few questions about yourclf for this purpo€.

31. Sex of respondent

1. Male
2. Fematre

32, Your present marital status

1. Never married 3. Divorced 5. Widowed
2. Married 4. Separared

33. Number of children in each age gtoup (if none, write "0")

Under 5 years of age L9 to 24

5to13 25 and over
14 to 18

o



34: What is you Present age?+(Yea$

SS.Whatlsthehighe*levelofeducationthatyouhavecompleted?

1. No formel educatlon 1. Completed coltrage (spectfy

2. Some grade sctrool maior)

3. Completed grade school 8. Some gladuate work

4. Some h$h sctrool 9. Graduate degree (specify degree

5. @mpleted high sdrool and major).

6. Some college

36. AF yqu PresentlY:

1. Employed ful-time 3. Urnmployed 5' Ful-time
2. Employed Pa$-drne 4 btiied homemaker

3?. Please descrlbe the usual occuPation of the princlpal wage earler

in yoru hourhol4 If retired, describe the usual occupation before

rctbemenL

Kind of work 1ou do

38. What was yorlr approximate family income ftom all sot[G€s'

before taxes, ln 19?3?

1. les than $3r 000 4. $?, 000 to $9,999 'l' Over

2. $3' 000 to 04,999 5. $10, 000 to $12,999 $16, 000

& $5, OO0 to $6,999 6. S13, oO0 to $15,999

39. What is yorr rellgiow prefercnce?

1. Gathollc
2. horcstaff (speclfy denominatlon)

3. LD$
4, CIher Gpecify) -
5. None

40. Do !,ou conrtder Yourself to be:

1. bPttbllcan
2. Drnocret 

'3. IndePendent
4. Orher (specify)

Ttrank you very much for your assl$ance on this Prciect.
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